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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 22-25, 35-38, 40-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The language of the claim 
raise a question as to whether the claim is directed merely to an abstract idea that is not 
tied to a technological art, environment or machine which would result in a practical 
application producing a concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basic of 
statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101 , 

To expedite a complete examination of the instant application the claims rejected 
under 35 U.S.C 101 (nonstatutory) above are further rejected as set forth below in 
anticipation of applicant amending these claims to place them within the four categories. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
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the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1 , 3-7, 9-1 1 , 19-23, 30, 32-36, 40, and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Friske et al (US Patent 6,519,613 B1) in view of 
Vagnozzi (US Patent 6,499,033 B1). 

As per claimsl , Friske discloses a system for reorganizing a database while 
allowing substantially uninterrupted access to the database comprising: 

reorganizing data {data set subject to reorganization) of an original table (fig. 3, # 
302, from the logical database 302) by copying {unloaded) the data to a reorganized 
table (fig. 3, # 310, shadow location) (col. 6, lines 5-11, 25-33); 

during the copying, allowing modifications to the data of the original table while 
collecting records of the modifications {substantially continuous access to the database 
while the reorganization process is executing, col. 1, lines 31-32, col. 3, lines 29-30); 

when the copying completes, applying the modifications from the collected 
records (fig. 3, # 312, log records) against the reorganized table (shadow location) (col. 
6, lines 33-36); 
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applying a lock to the original table (as non-blocking drain to lock on an original 
database or a lock on a source, see col. 2, lines 35-35, col. 3, lines 6-8), 

applying any remaining modifications from the collected records against the 
reorganized table (col. 6, lines 37-39); 

applying a lock to the reorganized table (as the reorganization lock is in place, 
see abstract, last 3 lines); 

substituting the reorganized table for the original table (fig. 4, # 422, col. 6, lines 
42-43, col. 9, lines 13-15); and 

removing the second trigger lock, wherein additional more-restrictive locks to the 
original table are not needed during the method of reorganizing the original table, 
thereby providing clients of the original table continuous access to the data during the 
reorganization through at least the other operations allowed by the first trigger lock (fig. 
4, #426, col. 9, lines 16-19). 

Friske does not explicitly teach applying a first partial lock, the first lock blocking 
select data modification operations against the original table while allowing other 
operations against the original table; applying a second partial lock, the second lock 
blocking select data modification operations against the reorganized table while allowing 
other operations against the reorganized table during the reorganization such that the 
reorganization table remain, the reorganized table remains accessible while substituting 
the reorganized table for the original table. 

However, Vagnozzi teaches the database must be locked against update during 
certain portion of the retrieval operation,.. The database is locked with a shared-lock 
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(reader lock) only during execution of the query process. This allows any number of 
other retrieval operations on the table to process concurrently, while temporary locking 
out update operations (col. 15, lines 22-38) are equivalent to the claimed language 
"applying a partial lock, select data modification operations while allowing other 
operations". Vagnozzi teaches the database must be locked against update during 
certain portion of the retrieval operation, this allows any number of other retrieval 
operations on the table to process concurrently while temporary locking out update 
operations are equivalent to the claimed language "table remains accessible while 
substituting the reorganized table for the original table". Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the teachings of the cited references to provide a partial lock to a database and/or table 
while allowing other operations against the database and/or table during the 
reorganization such that the reorganization table remain, the reorganized table remains 
accessible while substituting the reorganized table for the original table would allow 
users of Friske's system to reduce locking overhead and increase concurrency during 
database operations requiring access (e.g., query processing), as suggested by 
Vagnozzi (col. 15, lines 35-38). 

As per claim 3, Vagnozzi teaches wherein the other operations allowed by at 
least one of the first and second partial locks comprises one or more read-only 
operations (col. 15, lines 25-26). 

As per claim 4, Friske teaches during the application of the modifications from 
the collected records (fig. 3, # 312) against (a arrow) the reorganized table (fig. 3 # 
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310), allowing additional modifications to the data of the original table while collecting 
additional records of the additional modifications {reflecting changes which occurred to 
the original data set after the target data set was unloaded, col. 6, lines 33-35); and 

when the modifications and at least portions of the additional modifications have 
been applied against the reorganized table, applying the first partial lock to the original 
table (col. 2, lines 33-45); 

wherein the step of applying any remaining modifications includes applying any 
remaining modifications or additional modifications against the reorganized table (col. 6, 
lines 36-39). 

As per claims 5, Vagnozzi teaches wherein when the original table included one 
or more relational constraints, the method further comprises applying at least one of the 
one or more relational constraints to the reorganized table (Fig. 4) 

As per claim 6, Friske teaches wherein the application of the at least one 
relational constraint to the reorganized table includes applying a trigger procedure to the 
reorganized table (Fig. 4). 

As per claim 7, Friske teaches wherein the application of the at least one 
relational constraint to the reorganized table includes applying a partial lock to another 
table (Fig. 4) 

As per claim 9, Frishe teaches archiving the original table (as applying log 
records to the original table, see Fig. 3, # 312, #302). 
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As per claim 10, Friske teaches wherein the copying of the data of the original 
table to the reorganized table further comprises creating an original synchronization 
point, after which the records of modifications are collected (as synchronization points, 
Fig. 5, col. 7, line 13, col. 8, lines 23-52). 

As per claim 1 1 , Friske teaches wherein before the application of the second 
partial lock, the original table and the reorganized table are in synchronization with one 
another (col. 3, lines 43-45). 

As per claim 19, Friske teaches a method for reorganizing an object in a 
database, the method comprising: 

reorganizing an original object {data set subject to reorganization from the logical 
database 302) by copying data from the original object to a reorganized object 
(unloading and loading into a shadow location) (see Fig. 3, col, 6, lines 5-1 1 , 25-33); 

applying a lock to the original object (as the reorganization lock is in place, see 
abstract, last 3 linesj, the lock blocking data modification operations from modifying the 
original object while allowing other operations to access the original object, wherein 
additional more restrictive locks to. the original object are not needed during the method 
of reorganizing the original object, thereby providing clients of the original object 
continuous access to the data during the reorganization through at least the other 
operations allowed by the lock (see abstract, lines 11-13 that ''The non-blocking drain 
does not prevent other requests on the database from being processed while the 
reorganization lock is in place", fig. 4 # 404). 
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Friske does not explicitly teach applying a partial lock to the original object. 
However, Vagnozzi teaches the database must be locked against update during certain 
portion of the retrieval operation... The database is locked with a shared-lock (reader 
lock) only during execution of the query process. This allows any number of other 
retrieval operations on the table to process concurrently, while temporary locking out 
update operations (col. 15, lines 22-38) are equivalent to the claimed language 
"applying a partial lock". Vagnozzi teaches the database must be locked against update 
during certain portion of the retrieval operation, this allows any number of other retrieval 
operations on the table to process concurrently while temporary locking out update 
operations are equivalent to the claimed language "table remains accessible while 
substituting the reorganized table for the original table". Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
the teachings of the cited references to provide a partial lock to a database and/or table 
while allowing other operations against the database and/or table during the 
reorganization such that the reorganization table remain, the reorganized table remains 
accessible while substituting the reorganized table for the original table would allow 
users of Friske's system to reduce locking overhead and increase concurrency during 
database operations requiring access (e.g., query processing), as suggested by 
Vagnozzi (col. 15, lines 35-38). 

As per claim 20, Vagnozzi teaches wherein the other operations include one or 
more read-only operations (col. 15, lines 25-26). 

As per claim 22, Friske teaches . 
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reorganizing an original object {data set subject to reorganization) by copying 
(unloaded) from the original object (fig. 3, # 302, from the logical database 302) to a 
reorganized object (fig. 3, # 310, shadow location) (col. 6, lines 5-11, 25-33); 

applying a lock to the reorganized table (as the reorganization lock is in place, 
see abstract, last 3 lines). 

Friske does not explicitly teach applying a partial lock, the partial lock blocking 
data modification operations from modifying the reorganized object, while allowing other 
operations to access the reorganized object, wherein the reorganized object remains 
continuously accessible during reorganization. However, Vagnozzi teaches the 
database must be locked against update during certain portion of the retrieval 
operation... The database is locked with a shared-lock (reader lock) only during 
execution of the query process. This allows any number of other retrieval operations on 
the table to process concurrently, while temporary locking out update operations (col. 
15, lines 22-38) are equivalent to the claimed language "applying a partial lock". 
Vagnozzi teaches the database must be locked against update during certain portion of 
the retrieval operation, this allows any number of other retrieval operations on the table 
to process concurrently while temporary locking out update operations are equivalent to 
the claimed language "table remains accessible while substituting the reorganized table 
for the original table". Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the fime the invenfion was made to combine the teachings of the cited references to 
provide a partial lock to a database and/or table while allowing other operations against 
the database and/or table during the reorganization such that the reorganization table 
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remain, the reorganized table remains accessible while substituting the reorganized 
table for the original table would allow users of Friske's system to reduce locking 
overhead and increase concurrency during database operations requiring access (e.g., 
query processing), as suggested by Vagnozzi (col. 15, lines 35-38). 

As per claim 23, Vagnozzi teaches wherein the other operations include one or 
more read-only operations (col. 15, lines 25-26). 

Claim 30 is rejected under the same rationale as stated in independent claim 1 
arguments. 

Claim 32 is rejected under the same rationale as stated in independent claim 19 
arguments. 

As per claim 33, Vagnozzi teaches wherein the other operations include one or 
more read-only operations (col. 15, lines 25-26). 

Claim 35 is rejected under the same rationale as state in independent claim 22 
arguments. 

As per claim 36, Vagnozzi teaches wherein the other operations include one or 
more read-only operations (col. 15, lines 25-26). 

Claim 40 is rejected under the same rationale as state in independent claim 22 
arguments. 

Claims 2. 8, 21, 24-25, 37-38, 41, 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Friske et al. (US Patent 6,519,613 B1) in view of Vagnozzi et al 
(US Patent 6,363,387 B1 ) and further in view of Pereira (US Patent 6,122,640). 
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As per claim 2, Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly wherein the other 
operations allowed by at least one of the first and second partial locks comprises one or 
more structural modification operations. However, Pereira teaches a lock a source 
table (col. 7, lines 60-67) so that allows modification to the structure of the source being 
operated. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references to provide a 
lock to a structure modification operations because it improves speed of the 
reorganization process to recreate the database. 

As per claim 21 , Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly wherein the other 
operations include one or more structural modification operations. However, Pereira 
teaches a lock a source table (col. 7, lines 60-67) so that allows modification to the 
structure of the source being operated. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
the cited references to provide a lock to a structure modification operations because it 
improves speed of the reorganization process to recreate the database. 

As per claim 24, Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly wherein the other 
operations include one or more structural modification operations. However, Pereira 
teaches a lock a source table (col. 7, lines 60-67) so that allows modification to the 
structure of the source being operated. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
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the cited references to provide a lock to a structure nnodification operations because it 
improves speed of the reorganization process to recreate the database. 

As per claim 25, Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly teach wherein the one or 
more structural modification operations include consecutive data definition language 
operations. However, Pereira teaches a lock a source table (col. 7, lines 60-67) so that 
allows modification to the structure of the source being operated. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of the cited references to provide a lock to a structure 
modification operations because it improves speed of the reorganization process to 
recreate the database. 

As per claim 34, Friske and Vagnozzi wherein the other operations include one 
or more structural modification operations. However, Pereira teaches a lock a source 
table (col, 7, lines 60-67) so that allows modification to the structure of the source being 
operated. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teachings of the cited references to provide a 
lock to a structure modification operations because it improves speed of the 
reorganization process to recreate the database. 

As per claim 37, Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly wherein the other 
operations include one or more structural modification operations. However, Pereira 
teaches a lock a source table (col. 7, lines 60-67) so that allows modification to the 
structure of the source being operated. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
the cited references to provide a lock to a structure modification operations because it 
improves speed of the reorganization process to recreate the database. 

As per claim 38, Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly wherein the one or more 
structural modification operations include consecutive data definition language 
operations. However, Pereira teaches a lock a source table (col. 7, lines 60-67) so that 
allows modification to the structure of the source being operated. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of the cited references to provide a lock to a structure 
modification operations because it improves speed of the reorganization process to 
recreate the database. 

As per claim 41 , Vagnozzi teaches the read only access to the data includes 
read-only (col. 15, lines 25-26). Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly wherein the read 
only access to the data includes read-only access during multiple data definition 
language operations. However, Pereira teaches a lock a source table (col. 7, lines 60- 
67) so that allows modification to the structure of the source being operated. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine the teachings of the cited references to provide a lock to a structure 
(DDL) modification operations because it improves speed of the reorganization process 
to recreate the database. 

As per claim 49, Vagnozzi teaches apply a partial lock, the partial lock blocking 
select data modification language operations while allowing one of one or more 
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read-only operations (col. 15, lines 25-26). Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly teach 
blocking select data modification language operations while allowing one of one or more 
read-only operations and one or more data definition language operations. However, 
Pereira teaches a lock a source table (col. 7, lines 60-67) so that allows modification to 
the structure of the source being operated. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
the cited references to provide a lock to a structure (DDL) modification operations 
because it improves speed of the reorganization process to recreate the database. 

As per claim 8, Friske and Vagnozzi do not explicitly wherein the original table 
includes a table name, and wherein the step of substituting the reorganized table for the 
original table further comprises renaming the original table another name and naming 
the reorganized table the table name. However, Pereira teaches wherein the original 
table includes a table name, and wherein the step of substituting the reorganized table 
for the original table further comprises renaming the original table another name and 
naming the reorganized table the table name (col. 4, lines 30-32). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teachings of the cited references to implement the step of renaming the 
original table and naming the reorganized table to another name as disclosed by 
Pereira's system. This would allows users of Firske's system and Vagnozzi's system 
who currently have pending transactions to the source table, should be continued until 
all users transaction are terminated. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 3/24/05 with respect to claims 1-11,1 9-25, 30, 32- 
38, 40-41, 49 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DEBBIE M. LE whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4111. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, JOHN BREENE can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

DEBBIE M LE 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 67 

Debbie Le 

June 13, 2005. 




